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Section 1—Introduction

Purpose of Report

The purpose of this report is to present the outcomes of two workshops recently held
on the topic of improving sanitation services in small towns in Latin America and the
Caribbean (LAC) and to discuss the key issues that need to be addressed to make
progress in this often neglected area. The workshops provided a unique opportunity to
discuss the issue of small town sanitation with participants from 12 countries,
representing national and local governmental and non-governmental institutions, and
the donor community. This report captures the insights gained in the course of
conducting the two workshops. Before discussing the actual workshops, some
background is presented in Section 1 on the challenges of providing sustainable
sanitation services to small towns.

Background

Improved access to adequate quality and quantity of drinking water effectively
reduces diarrheal diseases, but the impact is maximized when access to drinking
water is implemented in conjunction with good sanitation and hygiene practices.
Access to adequate sanitation, however, has lagged behind access to safe drinking
water, especially in rural areas. The Global Water Supply and Sanitation Assessment
2000 Report (World Health Organization [WHO] and UN Children’s Fund
[UNICEF], 2000) estimates that in LAC 87% and 49% of urban and rural
populations, respectively, have access to adequate sanitation facilities, compared with
93% and 61%, respectively, with access to water supply services. Moreover, the Pan
American Health Organization (PAHO) estimates that only 10-15% of all domestic
wastewater that is collected receives any sort of treatment before being discharged
(PAHO, 1997). The results of inadequate sanitation are not unexpected— heavily
contaminated receiving waters, unhealthy living and working conditions, and high
levels of morbidity and mortality from waterborne disease, especially among
children.

In LAC, and especially in Central America, responsibility for the provision of urban
services, including water supply and sanitation (WS&S), is increasingly devolving to
municipalities and communities. However, these municipalities typically are not in a
position financially, technically, institutionally or socially to provide adequate
services. Often as part of broader municipal strengthening activities, a number of
donors, including the U.S. Agency for International Development (USAID), are
providing assistance and resources to improve the capacity of small municipalities to
provide WS&S services. Efforts to date, have focused primarily on drinking water

supply.



From 1997 to 1999, the USAID Environmental Health Project (EHP) carried out a
series of activities related to the decentralization of WS&S services. These included
country-specific activities in the Dominican Republic, El Salvador, Nicaragua and
Paraguay, as well as activities of a regional nature. One of these regional activities
was an analysis of the status of decentralization of WS&S management in the
Dominican Republic, El Salvador, Guatemala, Honduras and Nicaragua'. This
analysis showed that every country except Guatemala, which had always been
decentralized, was either engaged in the reform of the WS&S sector or, in the case of
Nicaragua, had recently done so. In 2000, EHP developed six case studies on
decentralization of which three focused on management models for small towns’.

In the course of implementing the EHP activities, it became evident that very little
attention had been given specifically to sanitation in small towns in the LAC region.
Small towns are generally defined as populations from 5,000-25,000. Among the
small towns studied by Fragano et al. (2001), sanitation was being addressed directly
in only one: Marinilla, Colombia. In the other two towns studied—Itagua, Paraguay
and San Julian, El Salvador—the focus had been on improving water supply services.
Further literature review and discussions with WS&S sector colleagues showed that
among the less developed countries in the LAC region, there had been little progress
in improving sanitation services in small towns. This is attributable to multiple
factors, including the lack of access to financing, little demand for improved
sanitation, an inadequate policy framework, and limited institutional capacity to
manage the sanitation systems. Sanitation projects have tended to focus on technical
solutions, especially on developing lower-cost technologies for wastewater collection
and treatment, rather than on the sustainability of those investments or on the
maximiziation of health benefits. One of the principal reasons for the increased
interest in small towns is the sheer number of municipalities that fall within this
category. In 19 countries in Latin America, there are 14,028 municipalities, and 74%
of them have populations under 20,000.

In 2001, recognizing that sanitation in small towns had not received the same
attention as the larger cities, EHP embarked on an applied research activity to better
understand what constraints were specific to sanitation in small towns and to develop
a strategy for overcoming those constraints—including the development of key
principles for improving sanitation in small towns. EHP subsequently developed a
practical tool with a ten step methodology for designing a sustainable sanitation plan
for small towns.

In 2002, after completing the publication of the methodology and field testing it in
three countries, EHP—in partnership with PAHO and the Water and Sanitation
Program (WSP)—organized two subregional workshops to disseminate the principles
and methodology with practitioners and policy makers throughout Latin America.
The first was held in October 2002 in Cuzco, Peru, for the Andean region countries,
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and the second was held in November 2002 in Tela, Honduras, for the Central
American countries and the Dominican Republic.

Summary of the Methodology for Designing a Plan
for Improving Sanitation in Small Towns

The methodology for designing a sustainable sanitation plan for small towns
comprises ten sequential steps that take into account the current state-of-the-art in
sanitation as well as the constraints specific to small towns. The starting point for the
strategy is the small town itself and what would be necessary to develop a strategy for
that specific town. Some small towns have existing collection and (rarely) treatment
systems but have not maintained them. Some towns have a partial collection system
covering a small percentage of the population, allowing the rest of the public to take
care of their own needs on an individual basis, while some towns have no formal
sanitation systems at all. These varied starting points will have to be taken into
account when implementing the strategy.

The key principles for improving sanitation in small towns that are embodied in the
methodology include:

* Focus on town-wide solutions that expand coverage to as many residents as
possible. Plan to improve sanitation services for the entire town and especially
the poor—rather than a small scale pilot project approach that will only benefit a
few.

* Ensure that any plan to improve sanitation is financially sustainable. It is
pointless to plan a community or town-wide sanitation system for which there is
no capacity or willingness to pay the costs for operating and maintaining the
system.

* Consult households to understand what sanitation solutions are in use and
what expectations people have. Do not assume that the engineers have all the
knowledge and answers.

e Use a public consultation process with stakeholders to discuss the options. A
transparent and clear consultation process with the public is critical for the
creation of effective demand.

* Include a specific health component to maximize health benefits. A hygiene
promotion component should be an explicit part of any sanitation plan.

* Select an appropriate model for managing the provision of sanitation services
to ensure sustainability. The model should be consistent with small town
realities and must be accountable to the local population.



* Identify the key policy issues that must be addressed. Replication and scaling
up of successful sanitation programs to other small towns may require sanitation
policy reform at the national level.

Based on the above principles, a methodology was developed that walks a technical
team through a practical and systematic process to design a sanitation plan that will
be sustainable.

The ten steps are:

1. Determination of local officials’ interest

2. Organization of an introductory public meeting

3. Preliminary data collection

4. Identification and costing of the range of feasible technical options

5. Discussion of feasible technical options with municipal stakeholders and
households

6. Specific analysis of selected technical options
7. Public consultation to discuss detailed options
8. Option selection by the municipality

9. Development of a sustainable sanitation plan
10. Development of an action plan.

A fuller description of the methodology is provided in Annex C of this report .}

Partnership with PAHO and WSP

As mentioned above, the workshops were carried out in close partnership with PAHO
and the WSP. This partnership was critical to the success of the workshop objectives
of raising awareness about the problems and reaching consensus on key sanitation
principles and approaches to designing good plans. Partnering with other external
support agencies contributed greatly to a sense of broad sector consensus on the
approaches and will undoubtedly assist in the follow-up activities. WSP and PAHO
identified and supported a number of high quality and high level participants,
supported the development of excellent case studies from Bolivia and Columbia,
made key presentations, and provided sound advice throughout the workshops.The
workshops were clearly better as a result of the collaboration.

3 EHP Strategic Report 3: Improving Sanitation in Small Towns in Latin America and the Caribbean:
Practical Methodology for Designing a Sustainable Sanitation Plan, (EHP, 2002)



Section 2—The Workshops

Purpose and Obijectives

The overall purpose of the workshops was to improve sanitation services in small
towns in a way that is sustainable, equitable, environmentally sound, and health
focused.

The specific workshop objectives were the following:
* Examine the unique challenges and opportunities of small town sanitation.

» Discuss practices at the national and local levels that contribute to the problem
and what can be done to address these constraints.

* Present methodologies for improving small town sanitation including one
developed by EHP and field-tested in three countries.

 Identify country-specific follow-on actions to improve sanitation in small towns.

Participants

The workshop organizers agreed that each workshop should have a limit of 50
participants. A larger number would have made holding participatory workshops
more difficult. The organizers also agreed to have a mix of participants from central
government agencies, implementing organizations such as NGOs and USAID project
staff, municipalities, and other donors. The identification of participants was a joint
effort that involved USAID missions, WSP regional staff, and PAHO headquarters
and country staff. Rather than advertise the workshop widely, the participants were
carefully identified and personally invited. The primary selection criteria included
direct responsibility for sanitation and direct involvement in small towns as opposed
to larger cities or rural areas. In both the Peru and Honduras workshops, only a
handful of invitees declined to participate and in most cases suggested a replacement
from their individual organizations. EHP and WSP funded the majority of
participants, although PAHO supported several in both workshops. Approximately 15
per workshop were funded by their own organizations.

In Peru, the workshop participants were from five South American countries: Peru,
Ecuador, Bolivia, Colombia, and Paraguay. Sixty-one people, including organizers
and presenters, attended. The national government officials and participants from
implementing organizations were evenly divided with approximately 17 participants
in each group. In general, the participants were highly experienced in developing
national level programs and in designing and implementing field activities. A number
of very high level government officials participated, including the Vice-Minister from
the Ministry of Housing and Basic Services from Bolivia; the Sub-secretary for



Environmental Sanitation in the Ministry of Urban Development and Housing from
Ecuador; the Directors of Urban and Rural Water Supply and Sanitation in the
Ministry of Housing, Construction, and Sanitation in Peru; and the President of
ERSSAN, the regulatory agency in Paraguay. In effect, the most senior sector
officials from four countries participated. The participation of governmental officials
and those from NGOs and donor-funded projects working directly in the field resulted
in very rich discussions.

In Honduras, the workshop participants were from six Central American countries:
Guatemala, El Salvador, Honduras, Nicaragua, Panama, and Costa Rica. The
Dominican Republic also participated. Sixty-three people, including organizers and
presenters, attended. More government personnel attended the Honduras workshop
than did the one in Peru. There were 30 government staff and 15 from implementing
organizations. However, in Peru, the government officials who attended were
primarily from agencies responsible for water supply and sanitation. In Honduras,
government participants were from a wider range of national agencies including
national water and sewer agencies, ministries of health and ministries of environment.

A list of workshop participants is provided in Annex A of this report.

Approach

The workshops were designed to be highly participatory. The agenda included a mix
of presentations, case studies, small group discussions, panels, and plenary
discussions. At least half of the workshop was devoted to small group discussions
where participants were able to share experiences and insights. The duration was two
and a half days. To ensure the participatory nature of the workshops, EHP engaged
the services of a very experienced facilitator to run them.

While EHP had focused specifically on the topic of sanitation in small towns over the
previous 18 months, they realized that the workshops needed to be broader than a
presentation of EHP’s own work. The partnership with PAHO and WSP resulted in
the identification of other perspectives and experiences in the region, which were
included in the workshop. In the Peru workshop, WSP identified a case study from
Bolivia, and PAHO identified one from Colombia.

Agenda

While the agendas for both were very similar, several adjustments were made after
the Peru workshop. The following is a brief description of the agenda, which is
pertinent to both workshops.

Keynote Presentations

The workshop included two keynote presentations in Honduras. Gerardo Galvis from
PAHO provided a context for addressing sanitation in small towns and the challenges



that must be addressed. He discussed the goals of Vision 21 and the Millenium Goals
as well as the dimensions of the problem. Oscar Castillo from WSP then delivered a
second keynote on the context of the current reform of the WS&S sector in the
region, especially the current movement towards increased decentralization and the
role of municipalities. He also discussed the constraints to improving sanitation
services in small towns. In Peru, Gerardo Galvis gave the only keynote, but the
presentation covered the same materials as both keynotes in Honduras. Following the
presentations, the participants met in small groups to discuss and respond to the
presentations.

Defining the Problem

The participants then met in small groups to discuss why sanitation in small towns is
such a challenge. They identified practices at the national and local levels that
contribute to the problem. At the national level, participants cited the lack of
coordination among key institutions, lack of national policies explicitly focused on
sanitation, lack of focus on water supply, lack of political will, and lack of financial
resources. At the local level participants cited the authoritarian nature of local
government, lack of information, poverty, lack of capacity at the local level, limited
willingness to pay for sanitation, and inappropriate technology.

EHP Methodology for Developing a Plan for Improving Sanitation
in Small Towns

Eduardo Perez from EHP presented the methodology for developing a sanitation plan
in small towns. This methodology is summarized in Annex C of this report. This
presentation was followed by small group discussions to identify points that the
participants wanted to clarify, determine the main obstacles in using the EHP
methodology, and discuss what might be done to overcome the obstacles.

Case Studies

EHP consultant, Scott Tobias, presented the results of the three field tests of the
methodology in Ecuador, Jamaica, and Panama. This was followed by a detailed
presentation of the Panama field test by Ima Avila, the lead GEMAS consultant hired
by EHP to conduct the field test. In Honduras, Mariela Garcia from CINARA
presented the methodology that it has developed along with a specific application in
La Voragine, Colombia. Ines Restrepo from CINARA made the same presentation in
Peru. In the Peru workshop, Juan Guzman from the NGO HACER presented a case
study from Cliza, Bolivia, on a sanitation project that has been implemented there.

Resources Available to Assist

In each workshop, representatives of external agencies discussed what resources were
available to assist participants in the area of sanitation in small towns, and this
information was intended to be used by the groups to develop action plans. PAHO



discussed its role as well as that of CEPIS, a regional office in Lima, while PAHO
spoke about its role in providing information and in planning and bringing together
stakeholders. WSP explained the activities of its Andean office in Lima and
mentioned the new office that is being opened in Tegucigalpa. EHP spoke about the
resources available to follow up on the workshop, and PROARCA, a USAID regional
environmental project in Central America, told the participants about its support of
wastewater management in small towns.

Action Planning

Each country met as a group to identify specific actions over the next six to 12
months to follow up on the workshop. The emphasis in this session was on what the
participants themselves could do to continue the discussion in their respective
countries. A summary of the key actions is provided in Chapter 3.

The full workshop agenda is included in Annex B of this report.



Section 3—Workshop Results

This chapter summarizes the discussions and outcomes of the workshops.

Definition of the Problem

The following summarizes what the participants identified as the key practices at the
national and local levels that contribute to the problem of small town sanitation. It is
worth noting that participants were very sensitive to both the national and local
aspects of the problem, and all understood that addressing the problem of small town
sanitation on any scale required a supportive enabling environment at the national
level.

National Level

+ Sanitation is always secondary to water supply in importance.

» Countries lack national policies that are explicitly focused on sanitation.

» Institutions involved in sanitation do not coordinate effectively with each other.
» Sanitary works do not have the same political impact as water supply.

» Financial resources for sanitation in small towns do not exist.

» Governments lack the political will to address sanitation.

» Inappropriate and costly technologies are used.

* Not enough is done to inform and educate citizens about the importance of
sanitation.

To overcome these problems, participants suggested a range of actions including:
* Increased information and education

» Strengthening of national level institutions

* Clearer definition of roles and responsibilities

* Better coordination among key institutions

The definition of national sanitation policies

» Provision of financial resources for sanitation



* Training of local governments.

Local Level

* Local governments lack the management and technical capacity to improve
sanitation services in small towns.

» There is a lack of management models appropriate to small towns.
* Residents are not willing to pay for sanitation services.
* Local politicians do not demand sanitation improvements, nor do the citizens.

* Residents are not informed about the health and environmental consequences of
not addressing sanitation.

* Communities are not adequately consulted and involved in setting priorities.
To overcome these problems, participants suggested:
* Increased information and awareness campaigns at the local levels

» Strengthening of capacity of local governments to address this issue, increased
citizen participation

» Use of affordable technologies

* Increased efforts to generate demand for sanitation.

Summary of Key Action Items

The representatives from each participating country identified steps that could be
taken in their respective countries over the next six to 12 months to follow up on the
workshop. It is important to note that the participants were not part of any official
delegation and that the follow-up actions did not represent firm commitments.
Nevertheless, the great enthusiasm generated by the workshop increased the prospects
for follow up. Examples of follow-up actions included the following:

Central America

» Identify small towns that can begin using the methodology (Honduras,
Guatemala, El Salvador, Nicaragua, Costa Rica)

* Develop a database for small towns (Honduras)

* Organize a national workshop similar to the one in Honduras (Honduras, Panama)

10



» Disseminate information about the topic to key interagency groups, such as the
Water and Sanitation Network in El Salvador and the Collaborative Group in
Honduras (Honduras, Guatemala, El Salvador)

* Develop a pool of local consultants that can use the EHP methodology

(Nicaragua)

* Adapt the EHP methodology to the specific country or programmatic context
(Nicaragua, Guatemala).

Each country also identified the agency that would take the lead in following up. In
the Peru workshop, countries were not asked to identify a lead agency.

Country Lead Agency

Honduras Collaborative Group for Water and Sanitation

Guatemala Inter-institutional Commission of INFOM, MISPAS, EMPAGUA,
FIS, MARN, ANAM, and NGO representatives

Panama MINSA

Costa Rica AyA and Ministry of Health

Dominican Republic

Lead planning agency for WS&S

El Salvador

Commission of ANDA, CARE, and COMURES

Nicaragua

INAA and ENACAL with support from FISE, MINSA, and INFOM

South America

» Organize a national workshop similar to the one in Cuzco (Colombia, Ecuador)

» Examine the national experiences for improving sanitation in small towns to
determine lessons learned (Ecuador, Paraguay)

* Initiate projects already in the pipeline—such as the one planned in Peru—with
assistance from the Water and Sanitation Program

» Look for opportunities for pilot projects that can serve as a starting point to
address the problem (Colombia, Bolivia)

» Assess national policies that are needed to provide a supportive context for small
town sanitation (Ecuador)

* Adapt the EHP methodology to the specific country or programmatic context.

(Ecuador, Colombia).

Outcomes

The principal outcomes of both workshops can be summarized as follows:
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The workshops resulted in increased awareness and interest in the topic of
sanitation in small towns. While most participants came to the workshops with
some appreciation for the importance of the problem, the opportunity to focus on
this issue resulted in a better understanding of the problem and increased
motivation to address it. In particular, participants understood the magnitude of
the problem of sanitation in small towns and the fact that the issue had largely
been neglected.

The workshops provided an opportunity for five countries in South America and
seven in Central America and the Caribbean to share experiences and learn from
one another. This sharing took the form of case study presentations, workshop
discussions, and informal discussions. As a result, participants learned that every
country has struggled with this issue.

Participants identified a range of national level issues that must be resolved in
order to address the problem of sanitation in small towns. These included
inadequate national sanitation policies, the importance of creating demand for
improved sanitation, the lack of coordination among institutions, poorly defined
institutional roles and responsibilities, inadequate capital financing, poorly
designed subsidy policies, and inadequate and unaffordable technical solutions.

Participants identified a number of issues at the municipal level that contribute to
the problem. These included a lack of demand for sanitation, insufficient access to
information, lack of capacity and technical know-how, insufficient local sources
of revenue, and inadequate tariffs. In Honduras participants also talked about the
paternalism of local governments—an issue that did not come up in the Peru
workshop.

The participants learned about a specific methodology for developing a plan for
providing sustainable sanitation services. EHP has developed this methodology in
the past two years and field tested it in three countries. During the workshop, the
methodology was presented and discussed in some detail. It is a concrete tool that
can be used for working in small towns. One of the areas of discussion during the
workshop was the context for using the methodology. Participants identified a
number of critical contextual issues such as having appropriate norms and
standards, access to capital financing, and the degree of decentralization.
Participants also understood that the EHP methodology is flexible and should be
adapted to different contexts.

One of the themes of the workshop was the importance of community
involvement in addressing the problem of sanitation in small towns. Participants
clearly understood the need for participation at all stages of the process. At times,
this focus on the community was seen as being inconsistent with the role of the
municipality as decision-maker. Instead, the community was seen as the principal
decision-maker with the municipality being a stakeholder. The theme of the
community as decision-maker was much stronger in Peru than in Honduras.In



Honduras, participants developed a clear understanding of the importance of
community involvement in small towns.

13






Section 4—Moving Forward

The process of developing the small town sanitation programming guide and the two
regional workshops have helped to identify new areas of interest and concern for the
sanitation sector. To move forward in fully addressing the challenges of small town
sanitation, the following areas merit further attention.

1.

National sanitation policies are needed to effectively address sanitation at the
small town level. The workshop participants recognized and concurred that
sanitation is as important as water supply, but recognized that as a policy issue at
both the national government level and with international donors, sanitation still
lags far behind. In the future, it will be important for government and donors alike
to review and assess their WS&S policies and develop explicit policies targeting
sanitation in small towns.

Donor led integrated water resource management efforts will need to take a
close look at small town sanitation as a significant source of contamination.
Increasingly, there is awareness that the failure of small towns to manage their
wastewater is a significant and growing contributor to the contamination of water
resources in the basins where the small towns are located. Yet, it is also true that
no examples where a small town could afford to build, operate and maintain a
wastewater treatment system were found in Latin America. The current paradigm
calls for subsidizing the capital costs of the infrastructure with the expectation that
the users will pay for 100% of the recurrent costs to operate and maintain any
sanitation systems. Given the very limited number of examples of small towns
operating and maintaining sanitation systems, there is very little data to support
this paradigm in small towns. This issue will likely lead to taking a hard look at
whether or not there is a need for regional or national subsidies for the O&M of
wastewater treatment systems to address the environmental protection of water
resources. Of course, this is contrary to conventional wisdom that many including
EHP have promoted for years.

Financing capital costs remains a problem. In most countries, financing
remains inadequate for small towns despite many attempts to provide capital
financing to local governments for municipal priorities such as water supply and
sanitation.. The successes have mostly been in larger cities that have access to
capital. Small towns will remain predominantly dependent on grant financing for
the foreseeable future.

The cost of providing water in small towns should include the cost of
sanitation. While developing the methodology, the search for good case
examples and discussions with workshop participants revealed that many donor-
funded so-called “WS&S” projects in small towns really only funded water
supply that increased water coming in to households, and in the process, this
created a significant wastewater, environmental and public health problems. In

15



almost all cases, available financial resources were used to maximize the level of
water supply services being provided to the households without addressing the
cost or the methods of getting the wastewater out of the household and
community. This scenario often creates larger financial challenges in providing
sustainable sanitation at levels of service that are consistent with and
complementary to the level of water service provided. In the future, it is suggested
that donors and design teams recognize from the beginning of the process that
available financial resources (including donor subsidies for capital and user
willingness and ability to pay for recurrent costs) must be used strategically in a
manner that packages both WS&S and, if needed, adjusts the level of service
accordingly. This will not be an easy task as it is likely that in almost all cases,
this approach will result in a lower level of household water supply service than
users would prefer.A related issue is the need to take a hard look at the existing
approach in many countries, which consists of creating “water committees” in
small towns that in effect create a small scale community-owned private water
utility. This approach has been successful in many small towns in improving
water supply services, but in the process it has left the sanitation challenge to the
local government as the water committees are not willing to take on the expense
of providing the sanitation services because it will affect their ability to remain
solvent.

In a decentralized environment, institutional support mechanisms at the
regional or national levels must be created or strengthened to support small
towns. For the most part, small towns lack the capacity to design, build, operate
and maintain sustainable town-wide sanitation systems. Municipalities need
technical assistance, training and monitoring. Yet, very few countries in Latin
America currently have any institutional support structure to help the smaller
municipalities. In many cases, responsibility for the towns WS&S services have
been delegated to the small towns whether they are capable of assuming that
responsibility or not. Particularly in the context of decentralization, many
countries have set up systems to support the rural WS&S and the urban WS&S
sector but nothing for the small towns that address their special needs. A related
issue is the need to develop a cadre of interdisciplinary technical expertise within
each country that can work with the small municipalities to design sustainable
sanitation systems as it is clear that the use of international consultants to design
sanitation plans for small towns is not affordable or appropriate on any scale.

Before any country can begin to replicate and scale up sustainable sanitation
programs for small towns, at least one good example must exist in each
country. In preparation for the workshops, it was startling to see how difficult,
and in most cases impossible, it was to find examples of good sustainable town-
wide sanitation programs in small towns. Next steps in many countries will
require the design and implementation of a well thought out sanitation plan and
then monitoring it to learn lessons, integrate them into national policies and
replicate them throughout the country. Having one or two good examples to learn
from and refer to is an excellent starting point. ..



Taken together these six points begin to outline a potential program of assistance to
small towns. They address the policy issues that must be considered, the capacity-
building needs of small towns, and issues with financing. The last point suggests that
even if resources are limited, starting in one small town to create an example would
be an important contribution.

The two workshops described in this report have generated substantial interest in the
topic of small town sanitation. This is a relatively new area that has largely been
ignored. These workshops should be seen as the beginning of a process to address the
challenges facing the sector, and maintaining momentum in the next several years
will be the key in determining the long-term success of the workshops.
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Annex A

List of Participants—Honduras

Participante |Organizacion Titulo/ Cargo Pais Telefono Fax Correo Electronico
El Instituto
Costarricense de
Vargas, Acueductos y Direccion de Obras
Jorge Alcantarillados, Aya Rurales Costa Rica 506 771 3634 |506 255 4706 |jvargas@aya.go.cr
El Instituto
Zelaya Costarricense de
Palacios, Acueductos y Direccion Regional 506 771 3634 |506 771 8739
Irving Alcantarillados, Aya "Region Brunca" Costa Rica 506 388 3934 |506 771 3292 |izelaya@aya.go.cr
Supervisor del Area
Social, Componente de
Carranza, Infraestructura Proyecto 503 273 0930
Romulo CARE AGUA El Salvador 503 273 4100 |503 273 9639 |rcarranza@care.org.sv
Jefe del Dpto
Castro, Operaciones y
Irmina Cruz Mantenimiento de
de ANDA Sistemas Rurales El Salvador 503 281 1939 |503 271 0775 |rchoto@anda.gob.sv
Coordinadora de
Sistemas de Agua
Duenas Potable y San.
Lopez, Ana Ambiental, Proyecto 503 273 4100 |503 273 0930
Luisa CARE AGUAS El Salvador 503 225 0950 |503 273 9639 |analuisa@care.org.sv
Estrada
Regalado, Jefe de Infraestructura 503 224 0208
Nelson dentro del proyecto 503 224 1819
Mauricio COMURES AGUA El Salvador 503 822 4071 [503 223 1785 |nmestrada2002@yahoo.es
Gonzales Director of 503 264 7620 jcgonzalez@amnetsal.com
Torne, Juan Decentralization 503 264 7802 anda descentra@insatelsa
Carlos ANDA Department El Salvador 503 225 5380 (503 264 7802 |.com
Alvarez Local Governance Economista-Coordiandor |[Guatemala 502 385 4492 (502 331 9122 |maxalv@hotmail.com
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Salazar, Program Fortalezimiento al 95
Maximiliano Municipal

502 336 8100
Asturias x 1214 o
Montenegro, Jefe de la Unidad 1286
Pedro Jose [INFOM Ambiental Guatemala 502 702 6622 |502 336 8133 |pedrojam@intelnet.net.gt
Avendano
Flores, Ministerio de Salud Coordinadora Unidad 502 203 3138
Norma Publica y Asistencia Vigilancia de la Salud y 502 437 8222 502 437 8222 |nhaf@intelnet.net.gt
Haydee Social Ambiente Guatemala 502 332 1279 |502 332 1279 |divsan@ops.org.qgt
Barrios,
Gerson INFOM/UNEPAR Funcionario Guatemala 502 472 1399 (502 472 1399 |ogb_imi@hotmail.com

Jefe de la Unidad
Calderon Dpto de Regulacion de |Normativa de la Division 502 334 8262 divsan@ops.org.gt
Gonzales, |los Programas de la de Residuos Solidos de 502 472 3905 mdpambiente@itelgua.co
Jorge Ruben |Salud y Ambiente AGISA Guatemala 502 510 2396 |502 332 1279 |m
Castro
Jimenez, Directora de Relaciones anam331@intelnet.net.gt
Silvia lliana |ANAM Internacionales Guatemala 502 360-3815 anam@infovia.com.gt
Cortez Ing. Quimica-Mcs. Inga
Davila, Irma Sanitarista /Asesora 502 220 4455
Guillermina |MARN Tecnica Guatemala - 56 502 220 4456 |igcortez@hotmail.com
Dpto de Regulacion de
Mejia Motta, [los Programas de la Responsable del 502 334 8262
Ingrid Selsa [Salud y Ambiente- Programa de Desechos 502 494 3256
Maria MINSA Solidos Guatemala (celular) 502 332 1279 |divsan@ops.org.qgt
Mencos 502 332 3264
Imeri, Edgar Coordinador Técnico 502 208 4903
Alfredo Catholic Relief Services |Regional/Guatemala Guatemala 502 948 0053 |502 332 0107 |apocasangre@crs.org.gt
Roman
Morales, 502 334 5586
Roberto 502 334 5587
Raymundo |Funcede Consultor Guatemala 502 332 0012 [502 332 0012  [funcede@quate.net
psaravia@ing.usac.edu.gt

Saravia, usaceris@usac.edu.gt
Pedro ERIS Director Guatemala 502 476 9567 |502 476 9567 |erising@ing.usac.edu.gt
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Alvarado

Reyes, Subdirector de
Samuel Fondo Hondureno de |Infraestructura Mayor 504 23 1762
Porfirio Inversion Social - FHIS |DIM/FHIS Honduras 504 992 2348 |504 234 5157 |salvarado@fhis.hn
Boquin Ing. Civl/Coordinador
Alvarado, Unidad Saneamiento
Dennis Omar |Secretaria de Salud Ambiental Honduras 504 237 8783 |504 237 8783
Caudill, Oficial de Agua y 504 236-9320
Herbert Jr. |USAID/Honduras Saneamiento Honduras ext. 4427 504 236 7776 |hcaudill@usaid.gov
504 221 5370 (504 221 5370
Flores H., Sub-Director de Agua y 504 221 5371 |504 221 5371
Miguel F. Catholic Relief Services [Saneamiento Honduras 504 221 4446 |2 flores@crs.hn
Gutierrez
Enamorado,
Denis Jefe Regional de
Alejandro SANAA Acueductos Rurales Honduras 504 647 4192 504 647 1502 |dengutiz@yahoo.com
Moreno de Directora General de 504 222 7070
Lobo, Mirna |MOH Regulacion y Ambiente |Honduras 504 238 3662 |504 237 8401 |morenorajo@yahoo.com
Gerente de Proyecto
Servicio Autonomo
Nacional de Acueductos
y Alcantariallado
Ortiz, Pedro |Plantel Los Filtrol del Coordinador mra1181@honduras.quik.c
E. SANAA Alcantarillado Sanitario [Honduras 504 227 5957 om
Raudales, Jefe Departamento
Rodolfo SANAA Alcantarillado Sanitario |[Honduras 504 245 4492 |504 246 0451
Ing. Civil Coordiandor
Unidad Saneamiento
Reyes, Ambiental Region
Lendy Secretaria de Salud Sanitaria 3 Honduras 504 550 9102 {504 550 9102
Rivera erivera_asch@cablecolor.h
Castro, Edith |Save the Children - Gerente de Programas y 504 239 9212 n
Victoria Honduras Proyectos Honduras 504 231-0958 |504 232 5869 |schonduras@cablecolor.hn
Honduras -
Ordonez, Asesor Salud Ambiental |Nacional. ordonezg@hon.ops-
Gonzalo A. |OPS/Honduras Honduras Ecuatoriano 504 221 3721 |504 221 3706 |oms.org
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Instituto Nicaraguense
de Acueductos y

Solis Alcanarillados (INAA)
Sanchez, (Ente Regulador) - Especialista en Sistemas 505 278 8444
Julio Antonio |Dept. de Fiscalization |de Agua Potable Nicaragua -6 505 266 7227 |jsolis@inaa.gov.ni
Castro Ministerio de Salud
Gonzales, (MINSA) - Direccion de |Ing. Civil/Resp. Dpt. De
Boanerges |[Salud Ambiental Agua Nicaragua 505 289 4514 boacastro@yahoo.com
Caldera
Novoa, Fodo de Inversion
Eduardo Social de Emergencia 505 278 1664- calderaeduardo@hotmail.c
Jose (FISE) Especialista Ambiental |Nicaragua 9 x230 505 278 1673 |om
Universidad Nacional |Maestria en Ingenieria
Jacotin, de Ingernieria (PIDMA- |Ambiental, Coordinador y 505 278 8862 pidma@tmx.com.ni
Edouard UNI) Docente Investigador Nicaragua 505 278 1462 |505 278 1462 |edudanea@hotmail.com
Ortega Ortiz,
Eunice Asistente de Seguridad 505 267 0502
Gabriela USAID Alimenticia Nicaragua x 113 505 278 3808 |eortega@usaid.gov
Empresa Nicaraguense
de Acueductos y
Palma Alcantarillados
Rivera, (ENACAL) Gerencia de 505 612 2984
Carlos Acueductos Rurales 505612 3382
Alberto (GDAR) Ingeniero Agricola Nicaragua 505 612 2052 unom@ibw.com.ni
Instituto Nicaraguense
de Fomento Municipal
(INFOM) - Dpto de
Tinoco Planificacion de
Perez, Desarrollo Local y Ing. Agricola Gestion 505 266 6050
Ricardo Catastro Ambiental Nicaragua 505 266 6065 |505 266 6065 |siscat@tmx.com.ni
Claure,Sergi Oficial de Agua y Medio 507 263 6011,
oD. USAID Ambiente Panama ext.242 507 264 0104 |sclaure@usaid.gov
Ministerio de Salud
Espino Q., |San Miguelito Medico-Jefe de Salud 507 261 4638
Danilo E. Dpto de Salud Publica |Publica Panama 507 690 4761 |507 261 8072 |[rssm@sinfo.net
Fletcher M., |Municipio de Panama refmconsulting@hotmail.co
Raul E. Gestion Ambiental Asesor del Alcalde Panama 507 261 6099 |507 261 8657 |m
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Authoridad del Canal de
Panama Division de
Administracion del
Medio Ambiente
Seccion de Politicas y

Especialista en Control
Ambiental y Generacion

507 272 7232

507 272 5435

Him, Mario  |Programas Ambientales |[de Energia Panama 507 272 5997 |507 272 6759 |mhim@pancanal.com
Instituto de Acueducto y

Menendez, |Alcantarillados Direccion de
Arnulfo Nacionales (IDAAN) Operaciones Panama 507 223 6224 |507 263 4972 |amenendez@idaan.gob.pa
Perigault
Sanguineti, 507 212 9131
Juan Gabriel [MINSA Director MINSA Panama 507 212 9161 [507 212 9443 |disapas@cwpanama.net
Sanjur Anria, 507 315 0870 a.sanjur@anam.gob.pa
Ana Lcda. ANAM Ing. Civil/Ambiental Panama 507 3150867 |507 315 1026 |asanjuranria@hotmail.com
Rovetto de
Tapia, Ministerio de Obras 507 279 9259
Blanca C. Publicas Arquitecta Panama 507 279 9274 |507 279 9395

scaporal@cepis.ops-

oms.org
Mildreau, Asesora, Atencion Imindrea@cepis.ops-
Lourdes CEPIS/Lima Primaria Ambiental Peru 511437 1077 |511 437 8289 |oms.org
Beltre Coordinador Tecnico en
Mercedes, Gestiona Ambiental y Republica 809 683 5145
Jean Edwing |[FEDOMU Saneamiento Dominicana 809 683 5107 {809 603 5171  |fedomu@codetel.net.do
Johnson, Republica
Eric IGC Apoyo Institucional Dominicana 809 732 6574 ericjohnson@igc.org
Minier
Ceballos, Encargada de la Unidad
Amparo Ejecutora de Acueductos |Republica 809 732 7060
Altagracia INAPA Rurarel Dominicana 809 350 7624 (809 732 7060 |capreinapa@yahoo.com
Pimentel
Lora, Republica 809 542 0257
Francisco A. |[CAASD Asuntos Comunitarios Dominicana 809 4306110 (809 541 7646 |gfgcaasd@hotmail.com

Coordinador Programa  |Republica

Rivas, Isidro |[FUDECO Mejoramiento Humano |Dominicana 809 567 3351 |809 566 8297 |[fudeco@codetel.net.do
Sepulveda audreysepulveda@hotmail.
Ozuna. INAPA Encargada de Provectos |Republica 809 732 7060 (809 732 7060  |com
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Audrey UEAR Dominicana 809 245 6138 capreinapa@yahoo.com
Yuberqui
Jennings, Especialista Senior en
Chris IADB Infraestructura UK/USA 202 623 1418 {202 623 1304 |chrisj@iadb.org

Oficina
Salazar, Coordinadora, Sector Regional -
Doreen B. PROARCA/SIGMA/ARD|Municipal Guatemala 502 337 2906 (502 268 3423 |dsalazar@proarca.org

507 270 0933

Avila, Ima GEMAS Presentadora Panama 507 635 0910 cepsai@cwpanama.net
Garcia,
Mariela CINARA Presentadora Colombia 572 339 2345 |572 339 3289 |magarcia@univalle.edu.co
Castillo, Especialista en
Oscar WSP Desarrollo Institucional |Peru 511 215 0685 ocastillo@worldbank.org
Dillon, Ana
Maria EHP Organizadora USA 703 247 8728 |703 243 9004 |dillonag@ehproject.org
Edwards, DanEdwards@compuserv
Dan EHP Facilitador USA 360 715 1121 e.com
Galvis,
Gerardo PAHO Organizador/Presentador{USA 202 974-3318 galvisge@paho.org
Perez,
Eduardo EHP Organizador/Presentador|USA 703.247.8729 |703 243 9004 |perezea@cdm.com
Rosensweig,
Fred EHP Organizador USA 703 548 3535 frosensweig@trg-inc.com
Tobias, Scott |EHP Presentador USA 802.658.3890 stobias@ardinc.com
Miralda, 504 234 3010
Zenia Coordinadora Local Honduras 504 995 9301 zemivel@yahoo.com
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List of Participants—Peru

PARTICIPANTE ORGANIZACION TITULO/CARGO PAIS CORREO ELECTRONICO
ekaterina_pivinskaya@dai.com
Andia, Daniela CONCADE/DAI Project Asistente Tecnico Bolivia ruth _teran@dai.com
Ministerio de Vivienda y Servicios
Barragan, Jose Volkmar Basicos (MVSB) Vice Ministro Bolivia jparragan@mvsb.gov.bo
Director General de
Ministerio de Vivienda y Servicios |Politicas y Normas de alcamachog@unete.com
Camacho, Alvaro Basicos (MVSB) Servicios Basicos Bolivia aldigesba@hotmail.com
Guzman Sanchez, Juan Carlos |[HACER Representante Bolivia juguz@supernet.com.bo
kfw-peru@tsi.com.pe
Mendez, Gustavo Kfw Representante Bolivia kfw@ceibo.entelnet.bo
ekaterina_pivinskaya@dai.com
Mendoza, Pablo CONCADE/DAI Project Asistente Tecnico Bolivia ruth teran@dai.com
Coordinador General
del Proyecto de Agua
Proaguas/Viceministerio de y Saneamiento para
Navarro, Erico Sanemiento Basico Pequenos Municipios |Bolivia ericonavarro@hotmail.com
Ministerio de Inversion Publica y |Sectorialista de
Ponce de Leon, Fernando Financiamiento Externo Inversion Publica Bolivia fponce@vipfe.gov.bo
Superintendencia de Analista
Saneamiento Basico Economico/Financiero
de la Direccion de mrocal3@yahoo.com
Roca, Michael Concesiones Bolivia sisab@ceibo.entelnet.bo
\VVega Marquez, Ronny ANESAPA Gerente General Bolivia ronny.vega@anesapa.org
mendoncs@mexico.oms-
Mendonca, Sergio R. OPS/CEPIS Asesor Regional Peru ops.org
Monteiro, Teofilo OPS/HES Asesor Regional USA monteirt@paho.org
Coordinador - Fondo
de Inversion para la
Bucheli, Juan Fernando USACE Paz Colombia jbucheli@presidencia.gov.co

25




Oficial Asistente
Burbano, Francisco UNICEF Ambientes Saludables |Colombia fourbano@unicef.org

Giovanny Cruz@wvi.org
samuel albarracin@worldvisio

Cruz, Giovanny World Vision International Representante Colombia n.org
USAID Oficial de
Escobar, Gabriel USAID Colombia Salud Ambiental Colombia gescobar@usaid.gov

Ministerio de Desarrollo Urbano y |Profesional
Obando Gaviria, Duban Antonio [Vivienda Especializado Colombia dobando@sias.gov.co

juan.p.quintero@lc-cd-
Quintero, Juan Pablo USACE Gerente de Proyecto [Colombia cesam.com

Coordinadora Gestion
Comunitaria y

Restrepo, Ines CINARA desarrollo institucional |Colombia inesrestrepo@hotmail.com

Bueno, Yolanda Fundacion Alianza Desarrollo Social Advisor/Azuay |Ecuador falianza@etapaonline.net.ec

Calle, Pablo CARE/Southern Border Progr. Coordinador/Morona |Ecuador pcalle@care.org.ec

Castro, Alejandro ANEMAPA Director Ejecutivo Ecuador anemapa@anemapa.org.ec
Coordinador de

Castro, Simon OIM/Northern Border Project Campo Ecuador scastro@oim.org.ec

Estrella, Fabricio CARE/Southern Border Project |Asesor Tecnico/Loja |Ecuador careloja@care.org.ec

Gerente del Programa
Guillen, Edgar USAID/Ecuador de la Frontera Sur Ecuador equillen@usaid.gov

Subsecretario de
Ministerio de Desarrollo Urbano y|Saneamiento
Mora Beltran, Carlos Vivienda Ambiental Ecuador praguas@andinanet.net

Praguas/Ecuador Rural and
Small Tows Water Supply and

Rubineas, Patricio Sanitation Project Coordinador Ecuador praguas@andinanet.net
Colin, Jeremy Consultor Ponente England jemcolin@email.msn.com
Avila, Ima GEMAS Ponente Panama imaavila@hotmail.com

Director Del Programa
"Gestion Ambiental y
Abbate Cordazzo, Jorge Alter Vida Desarrollo Local" Paraguay jabbate@mmail.com.py
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USAID Oficial de

Bogado, Eduardo USAID/Paraguay Salud Ambiental Paraguay ebogado@usaid.gov
Coordinador del
Cabrera, Jorge SENASA Projecto BIRI IV Paraguay senasa@conexion.com.py
Secretaria Nacional de la
Fernandez Salinas, Miguel Angel |Reforma del Estado Asesor Paraguay mfernandez@highway.com.py
Gomez, Optaciano Municipalidad de Limpio Intendente Municipal |Paraguay
Lopez, Carlos Antonio ERSSAN Presidente Paraguay jose_ic@hotmail.com
Junta de Saneamiento de
Martinez Yegros, Gilberto Itaugua Presidente Paraguay
USAID Oficial de
Alarcon, Edilberto USAID/Peru Salud Ambiental Peru ealarcon@usaid.qgov
Coordinador-Unidad
Direccion General de Salud de Coordinacion
Albinagorta, Jorge (DIGESA) Ambiental (UCA) Peru jalbinagorta@digesa.sld.pe
Alegria, Julio Sanbasur Director Peru jalegria@sanbasur.org.pe
Coordinadora Nacional
Proyecto Modelos
Urbanos de Salud
Baffigo, Virginia CARE Ambiental Peru baffigov@care.org.pe
Direccion General de Salud Director de
Bellido, Eugenio (DIGESA) Saneamiento Basico |Peru ebellido@digesa.sld.pe
Coordinador Recursos
Campos, Marco CARE de Agua Peru campos@care.org.pe
Ingeniero - USAID
Chang, Alfredo CARE Border Project-Piura  |Peru changa@piura.care.org.pe
Water and Sanitation Project -
Chavez, Norma WSP Organizador Peru espejol@piura.care.org.pe
Coordinador Proyecto
Espejo, Luis CARE Frontera-Piura Peru ferrofel@paho.org
Jefe de Salud y
Ambiente, Provincia
Ferro Mayhua, Felix Pompeyo PAHO/HEP/HES/PFSI de Chucuito, Puno Peru flaca@pronap.org.pe
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Consultor en Agua y
Saneamiento de la

Laca, Fernando UPP Pronasar UPP Peru rleon@pronap.org.pe
Leon Martinez, Roxana UPP Pronasar Coordinadora Peru gleon@pronap.org.pe
Director de
Leon, Guillermo Ministerio de Vivienda Saneamiento Urbano |Peru npinedo@foncodes.gob.pe
Pacheco, Herbert Sanbasur Peru jalegria@sanbasur.org.pe
Sub Gerente de Pre
Inversion y
Pinedo, Nelson FONCODES Articulacion Local Peru i
Schippner, Beatriz WSP Publicaciones Peru bschippner@worldbank.org
Director General de
Ministerio de Vivienda, Saneamiento Basico
Tapia, Cesar Construccion y Saneamiento Rural Peru ctapia@pronap.org.pe
\era, Rafael WSP Coordinador Nacional [Peru rvera@worldbank.org
Environmental Health Project -
Dillon, Ana Maria EHP Organizador USA dillonag@ehproject.org
Environmental Health Project - DanEdwards@compuserve.co
Edwards, Dan EHP Facilitador USA m
Galvis, Gerardo OPS/HES Organizador USA galvisge@paho.org
Israel, Morris USAID-Washington Organizador USA misrael@usaid.gov
Environmental Health Project -
Perez, Eduardo EHP Ponente USA eaperez@ehproject.org
Environmental Health Project -
Rosensweig, Fred EHP Organizador USA frosensweig@trg-inc.com
Environmental Health Project -
Tobias, Scott EHP Ponente USA stobias@ardinc.com
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Annex B

Workshop Agenda

There were some variations in the agenda for the two workshops.
DAY ONE
9:00 Workshop Opening
*  Welcome — Presenter TBD
* Opening Activity — Dan Edwards, Workshop Facilitator
* Review of Workshop Objectives and Agenda — Dan Edwards
10:00 Keynote Presentations

+ Challenges to Improving Sanitation in Small Towns in Latin America
(Gerardo Galvis, PAHO)

» Context for Small Town Sanitation: Sectoral Reform and Constraints (Oscar
Castillo, Water and Sanitation Program) (presented in Honduras only)

11:15 Break
11:30 Table Groups (Dan Edwards)
» Reactions to the presentations
» Issues that you would like to discuss further.
12:15 Reports from Table Groups
12:45 Lunch
2:00 Working Groups
» Practices that contribute to the problem of sanitation in small towns

*  What can be done to overcome these obstacles at both the national and local
levels?

3:30 Break

3:45 Reports from Working Groups
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4:30 Introduction to the Methodology for Developing a Plan for Improving
Sanitation in Small Towns

» Presentation (Eddy Perez,EHP)
5:30 Close
7:00 Reception
DAY TWO
9:00 Opening

9:15 Methodology for Developing a Plan for Improving Sanitation in Small
Towns

* Presentation (Eddy Perez, EHP)
10:30 Break
10:45 Field Tests of the EHP Methodology
* Overview of the three field tests (Scott Tobias, EHP consultant)
+ La Cabima, Panama (Ima Avila, GEMAS)
11:45 Working Groups—Discussion of Presentations
12:45 Lunch
2:00 Reports from Working Groups
3:00 Case study
» La Voragine, Colombia (Mariela Garcia, CINARA
* Cliza, Bolivia (Juan Guzman, HACER) (presented in Peru only)
4:00 Break
4:15 Working Groups—Discussions of Lessons Learned
5:15 Reports from Working Groups

5:45 Close
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DAY THREE
8:30 What Resources are Available to Assist?

* Panel Presentation by External Support Agencies (USAID, PAHO, WSP—
and IDB and PROARCA in Honduras)

— Ongoing initiatives that might provide assistance
— Available resources for technical assistance and how to access them
9:15 Action Planning
» Country working groups (Dan Edwards)
10:30 Country Reports
11:00 Workshop Summary
* Review of objectives and agenda
* Summary of key conclusions
11:45 Closing
* Appreciations
* Logistics

12:00 End
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Annex C

Summary of Ten-Step Methodology for Designing
Sanitation

Plans for Small Towns

1. Determination of local officials’ interest. The first step is the interest of local
officials in improving sanitation services in their town. The strategy seeks to
improve services on a town-wide basis in a financially sustainable manner, so the
municipality must be a willing partner. Ensuring that the mayor and the local
council are fully supportive is a critical first step. To make an informed decision
whether to participate in the development of a plan, local officials must
understand the key issues requiring consideration as well as the process in which
they are about to engage. This understanding must include a realistic picture of
the time it will take, the commitment of time that they must make, and a
recognition that there are no easy solutions. They must also be committed to
addressing the financial issues and accepting the health and environmental goals
of improving sanitation services.

2. Organization of an introductory public meeting. Once the local officials have
formally agreed to participate in the activity, the next step is to develop and
implement a strategy to introduce the process to the municipality in general. The
purpose of this step is to inform the public, gain public support for the activity,
and send the message that the plan will be developed in a way that takes
everyone’s perspective into account. The basic principles underlying the activity
should be explained with a special focus on the importance of financial
sustainability and residents’ willingness to pay for services. It should be made
clear to the public that this meeting is a first step and that they will be consulted at
other critical points along the way. The strategy should involve both a
representative group of consumers and representatives from institutional
stakeholders, such as schools, commercial enterprises, hospitals and government
buildings. The strategy for introducing the activity to consumers should draw
heavily on the techniques used for citizen participation in local government
strengthening programs. These approaches include public meetings at the town
and neighborhood levels and information campaigns. The larger the town, the
more reliance there will be on information campaigns rather than face-to-face
approaches.

3. Preliminary data collection. Many sanitation projects fail because the project
designers take shortcuts and apply standard approaches and technologies without
first taking into consideration the specific conditions of a given small town and
household preferences. It is not uncommon for engineers to decide on the
technology for a project even before visiting the site. Designing an effective and
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sustainable sanitation project for a small town requires a good understanding of
the town’s existing water supply systems as well as sanitation practices and
systems and a preliminary determination of the demand for sanitation services.
Information to be collected includes current sanitation systems, physical setting
and technical, financial, health, social and environmental conditions. This will
provide project designers, the municipality officials, community members and
other stakeholders with insights to guide their initial thinking and decisions
regarding the range of sanitation technologies and approaches that would be
appropriate and sustainable for the town. This step should include a focused effort
to consult a representative sample of households about the current technologies in
use, what they like or do not like about their current sanitary solutions, ideas for
improving their sanitation solutions, their receptivity to on-site solutions, their
understanding of the connection between sanitation and health, hygiene practices
such as whether their children use the bathroom, and how much they are currently
paying for sanitation services.

Identification and costing of the range of feasible technical options. This step
builds directly on the information collected in Step 3. The purpose of Step 4 is to
identify the range of sanitation-related technologies that may be feasible and
acceptable in order to present them to the community in Step 5. Each option
should include an estimate of the capital and recurrent costs as well as the
possible sources of financing and how this information translates into tariffs.
Conditions may vary greatly. In some towns, for example, on-site sanitation may
not be feasible because of the density of population. If household connections for
water supply are provided, collection and disposal of wastewater must be
addressed. The assessment of options should include household-centered
approaches as well as more conventional wastewater collection and treatment.
The examination of these options should be at the pre-feasibility level, which
implies a preliminary analysis that will provide enough information to narrow the
range of options for more detailed consideration. This step is critical in designing
a sanitation project in that it provides information to the stakeholders so that they
can participate in an informed manner in expressing their sanitation needs and
priorities. Options to be presented to the stakeholders should be confined to those
that are likely to be cost effective in reaching the maximum number of households
in the town, provide the type and level of benefits that households expressed an
interest, and are financially sustainable.

Discussion of feasible technical options with municipal stakeholders and
households. The purpose of this step is to present to the municipality the full
range of feasible technical options developed in Step 4. These options should be
shared with stakeholders so that an informed decision can be made before
proceeding with the development of detailed plans. This presentation should
include the technical options, level of service, cost implications, location of
facilities and health and environmental issues. As in Step 2, stakeholders
consulted should include representatives of institutions, such as schools,
businesses and clinics, as well as households. The strategy for presenting the
options should be adapted to the size of the town and the number of stakeholders
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to be consulted. The result of this step should be the selection of one or two
options that will be developed in much greater detail by the consultant team. The
selection should be based not only on broad equity terms in reaching the highest
number of households, but also on the community’s financial capacity,
willingness to pay and health and environmental concerns.

Specific analysis of selected technical options. In this step, the consultant team,
in conjunction with the municipality, develops one or two options selected by the
community and households in more detail. In addition to expanding the details of
the technical and financial analysis that began in Step 4, this analysis should
include a specific proposal for managing the services, a specific plan for
incorporating hygiene behavior change, identification of the policy issues that
must be addressed to move forward, and a preliminary assessment of the
environmental impacts of the proposed plan.

Public consultation to discuss detailed options. After one or two options have
been thoroughly developed, they should be presented to the stakeholders for their
reaction. As in the preceding steps that included consultation with the community,
these discussions should include both stakeholders from the municipality in
general and from other institutions. The specific strategy for holding these
discussions will vary, depending on the number of stakeholders involved and the
complexity of their interests. The purpose of this meeting is to elicit stakeholder
reactions and to use that information in making a final decision.

Option selection by the municipality. The final decision is the municipality’s,
using its normal decision-making mechanism. In many countries, the mayor and
local council, in some combination, decide. One of the benefits of placing the
decision in the hands of local elected officials is that it reinforces the role of local
government in general. Local government must consider the expressed wishes of
the community when making decisions, and the approach suggested in this
strategic paper allows for this consideration. Ultimately, however, the decision
about sanitation should be made by those who have been elected for that purpose,
with some assistance from the consultant team in order to consider fully the
technical, financial, social, institutional, health and environmental issues. This
step also includes the communication of the decision to the public. Adaptations
may be needed if the methodology is used in a town that is not a formal
municipality with elected local officials or where government is still centralized.
A representative body of the community will still be required, however, and
additional consultations will be needed with those who retain formal
responsibility for investment decisions in sanitation.

Development of a sustainable sanitation plan. Once the local government has
made the decision, the plan should be written. The consultant team may decide to
write a draft of the plan prior to the decision-making process. If that is the case,
the plan will have to be modified after the decision is made. Because the plan may
serve as a document to obtain funding, the consultant team may want to take into
account the requirements for accessing a given funding mechanism.
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10. Development of an action plan. Since the outcome of the methodology is a plan,
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it is especially important to ensure that there is a specific follow-up plan. If the
plan is developed within the context of a larger financing program, then the next
steps will generally be clear. If, however, the plan was not developed without
reasonably assured financing, then a follow-up plan is critical. Any follow-up
plan should clearly identify the next steps, the persons responsible and the timing.
A timeframe of six months to one year is realistic. Generally speaking, follow-up
should be the responsibility of the municipality itself, possibly with some external
assistance.



